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Decisions of courts of last resort should be followed by inferior courts until reversed or 
overruled. 


Decisions of a court of last resort should be followed by inferior courts—whatever the lower court's 
view may be regarding their correctness—until the decisions have been reversed or overruled, ! 
or if there is some indication that the court is departing from its previous position,” since the 
highest court is the final arbiter of the law in the jurisdiction? and is the only one that may overrule 
or modify one of its precedents.“ Thus, the United States Supreme Court has sole authority to 
overrule its own decisions,” and agencies, like courts, must follow Supreme Court decisions even 


if the agency believes that the Court was wrong.° An intermediate court's task is to effectuate 
the decisional law of the supreme court, not to restrict it through curtailed readings of controlling 


authority’ or predict what the higher court might do.® 
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A Supreme Court decision abrogates a prior court of appeals ruling only if it is clearly on point.’ 
If decisions of the court of last resort are inconsistent, inferior courts may rely on the most 


recent pronouncement. 10 However, if one precedent of the United States Supreme Court has direct 
application in a case but appears to rest on reasons rejected in some other line of decisions, an 
intermediate court should follow the case that directly controls, leaving to the Supreme Court the 


prerogative of overruling its own decisions. n 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


In a constitutional case, only the Supreme Court can correct its error. Kisor v. Wilkie, 139 S. Ct. 
2400 (2019). 


Supreme Court's decisions remain binding precedent until Court sees fit to reconsider them, 
regardless of whether subsequent cases have raised doubts about their continuing vitality. Laufer 
v. Naranda Hotels, LLC, 60 F.4th 156 (4th Cir. 2023). 


For Supreme Court decision to change Circuit's law, it must be more than merely illuminating 
with respect to case before court, and must unequivocally overrule prior precedent. Moore v. 
Tangipahoa Parish School Board, 921 F.3d 545 (5th Cir. 2019). 


It is Supreme Court's prerogative alone to overrule one ofits precedents. Kashem v. Barr, 941 F.3d 
358 (9th Cir. 2019). 


On defendant's appeal from district court's ruling that defendant was competent to stand trial on 
charge for criminal sexual conduct, in order to determine which party bore burden of proof, if any, 
on issue of defendant's competency, Court of Appeals was bound by Minnesota Supreme Court's 
prior holding in State v. Ganpat, 732 N.W.2d 232, that State bore burden of proving defendant's 
competency. Minn. Const. art. 6, § 2; Minn. R. Crim. P. 20.01. State v. Curtis, 921 N.W.2d 342 
(Minn. 2018). 


[END OF SUPPLEMENT] 
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